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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Cabra Mangawhai Limited and Pro Land Matters Company Limited (The Applicant) is seeking a 
Plan Change (PPC) for an area of land to the southeast of Mangawhai Village on the southern side 
of Mangawhai Harbour with the land bordering Black Swamp Road and Raymond Bull Road. The 
PPC area encompasses approximately 94 hectares with multiple landowners.  
 
The land is currently zoned Rural under the Operative Kaipara District Plan 2013.  
 
As part of the PPC, the applicant wishes to rezone four properties, with a combined area of 
14.92 ha to Rural Lifestyle Zone (Subject Site) as has been indicated in the Mangawhai Spatial Plan 
December 2020. 
 
The Plan Change also seeks to rezone land identified as Highly Productive Land for urban land uses 
utilising the Clause 3.6 pathway. 
 
AgFirst Waikato (2016) Ltd has assessed the PPC Site against the National Policy Statement – 
Highly Productive Land (NPS-HPL). This relates to an assessment of the Subject Site against the 
circumstances in which the rezoning may be undertaken as set out in the NPS-HPL. 
 
The properties consist of three small residential lifestyle blocks between 0.72 – 2.53 ha, with a 
larger lifestyle block that is 10.6 ha.  The larger property is utilised as a brewery with struggling 
viticulture orchard, while the other lifestyle blocks are limited to what appears to be an existing 
dwelling, curtilage and some lifestyle orchards.  Also included in the Subject Site is a large coastal 
salt marsh area (marshland) that is subject to a protective covenant. 
 
AgFirst has undertaken a productive and economic analysis of the area of the Subject Site which 
is suitable for land-based primary production using industry values and figures against the specific 
property liabilities. The analysis shows that the highest and best use for the Subject Site, given its 
permanent and long-term constraints and limitations, is a livestock grazing operation.  However, 
the financial return based on a highest and best land use shows a significant deficit, with projected 
net losses for every individual property, regardless of them being amalgamated to generate better 
economies of scale. These substantial deficits indicate that the long-term viability of these 
operations is unsustainable and would not be viable today nor in 30 years.  
 
Significant constraints for land-based primary production have been identified which affect the 
Subject Site, including: 
 Non-reversable land fragmentation. Adjoining the Subject Site: 

» to the south is the Riverside Holiday Park  
» to the west is the Mangawhai harbour  
» to the north is a stream/drain flowing into the Mangawhai harbour  
» to the east is a large number of highly fragmented lifestyle blocks  

 Soil conditions 
» Very poorly and poorly drained soils, causing reduced yields and limited carrying 

capacity. 
» Land unsuitable for alternative higher value land-based primary production. 

» Areas of high salinity from coastal inundation restricting pasture and crop 
establishment and yields. 
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 Limited expansion or improvement options  
» Due to physical boundaries and lack of amalgamation opportunities. 

 An indicative budget across the entire Subject Site under pastoral grazing and arable land 
use, using industry information shows this is not economically viable with a revised net 
individual property loss of between -$13,055 and -$34,371 or a Subject Site cumulative 
loss of -$80,906. 

 The land has been valued not on the land-based primary production or quality of the soil 
and land, but the location of the property.  This block will not be purchased for the purpose 
of land-based primary production nor will it ever be used as a commercial farming 
enterprise with the purpose of making a profit solely off the land. 
 

Therefore, it is AgFirst’s opinion that the proposal satisfies the exemption under clause 3.10 of 
the NPS-HPL which is understood to mean that the proposed development is not constrained by 
the NPS-HPL. 
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2.0 BACKGROUND AND PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

Cabra Mangawhai Limited and Pro Land Matters Company Limited (The Applicant) is seeking a 
Proposed Plan Change (PPC) for an area of land to the southeast of Mangawhai Village on the 
southern side of Mangawhai Harbour with the land bordering Black Swamp Road and Raymond 
Bull Road. The PPC area encompasses approximately 94 hectares with multiple landowners. This 
is located within the Rural Zone under the Kaipara District Council. The PPC location in relation to 
other land use zones and the Mangawhai township is presented in Figure 1.   
 
The PPC request seeks to re-zone 94 hectares (approx.) of rural zoned land, within the Mangawhai 
Harbour overlay to a mix of residential and commercial zoned land:  

(i) Rural Lifestyle zone  
(ii) Large Lot Residential zone  
(iii) Low Density Residential zone  
(iv) Medium Density Residential zone  
(v) Neighbourhood Centre zone  
(vi) Mixed Use zone. 

 
The purpose of the PPC is to:   
 provide additional urban zoned land as a natural extension of Mangawhai Village, for 

residential and supporting business activities, and open up access to the eastern side of 
the harbour 

 support the growth of Mangawhai and ensure that there is sufficient land supply to 
provide choices and maintain affordability.  

 provide a coordinated and efficient use of the land resource for the Mangawhai East area 
where there are urban activities and extensive rural residential living activities establishing 
in an ad hoc manner.   

 
Presented in Figure 2 is the proposed plan of the PPC area.  
 
As part of the PPC, the applicant wishes to rezone four of the properties, with a combined area of 
14.92 ha into Rural Lifestyle Zone (Subject Site). This is reflected in the application of the rural 
lifestyle zone within the area of coastal inundation adjacent to the Mangawhai Harbour edge.  
Clause 3.6 of the NPS-HPL only allows for urban rezoning. Therefore, as Clause 3.7 identifies, areas 
for rural lifestyle rezoning will need to be assessed against Clause 3.10.  The land that is proposed 
to be rezoned urban (ii) – (vi) above will be covered by a separate assessment against Clause 3.6. 
 
The soils mapped at the Subject Site are classified under the NZLRI as Land Use Classification (LUC) 
3w14. Land that is zoned rural and LUC 1-3 qualifies as Highly Productive Land (HPL) and is subject 
to the National Policy Statement for Highly Productive Land (NPS-HPL). 
 
AgFirst Waikato (2016) Ltd (AgFirst) has been engaged by the applicant to provide an assessment 
of the portion of the Subject Site that is proposed to be zoned Rural Lifestyle against the NPS-HPL. 
This relates to an assessment on whether it is considered the meets the exemptions set out in 
Section 3.10 of the NPS-HPL so that there is a pathway for rezoning the land as provided for under 
Clause 3.7 of the NPS.   
 
AgFirst is a suitably qualified agribusiness consultancy that has a wealth of experience in 
assessments relating to productive capacity, primary production, economic analysis, soil 
versatility and assessments against the NPS-HPL. AgFirst visited the property on the 14th of March 
2025 to undertake this assessment. 



 

 
Figure 1: PPC area and District Planning Zones 



 

 
Figure 2: Proposed Plan of the PPC area 

Rural Lifestyle Zone 
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2.1 Site Description 

The Subject Site consists of four rural zoned properties, with a combined area of 14.92 ha. The 
properties consist of three small residential lifestyle blocks between 0.72 – 2.53 ha, with a larger 
lifestyle block that is 10.6 ha.  These details are summarised in Table 1. The location of these 
individual titles in relation to the PPC area is shown in Figure 3. 
 
The Subject Site is located across the harbour from Mangawhai township. Adjoining the Subject 
Site to the south is the River Site Holiday Park, to the west is the Mangawhai harbour, to the north 
is a stream/drain flowing into the Mangawhai harbour and to the east is a large number of highly 
fragmented lifestyle blocks. All of this surrounding area is zoned Rural. 
 
Table 1. Description of Parcels within 3.10 Site 

Zone Map # Parcel / Lot Area (ha) 

GRZ 

15 Lot 2 Deposited Plan 545009 0.72 
16 Lot 1 Deposited Plan 545009 1.03 
21 Lot 3 Deposited Plan 545009 2.53 
26 Lot 8 Deposited Plan 565865 10.64 
Total 14.92 

 
 



 

 
Figure 3: Property Titles and location of Subject Site within PPC area 
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2.2 Current Land Use 

The Subject Site is currently utilised as a brewery and a number of small lifestyle blocks. There is 
currently no active land-based primary production on any of these properties, with a failed vine 
crop, a large proportion of area mown to waste, and small lifestyle orchards. Despite this, for the 
economic analysis required in the 3.10 assessment and a holistic approach, these areas have been 
given a weighted productive capacity, relative to the constraints and limitations.  
 
It is important to note that some of the lifestyle blocks have considerable residential housing 
improvements established on these sites making it less likely to be used in the long-term for land-
based primary production. Non-reversable fragmentation also restricts the use of these areas to 
be used at any reasonable scale.  
 
2.3 Proposed Subject Site 

A significant feature of the Subject Site is the coastal salt marsh area (marshland) on the harbour 
frontage. This covers a large area and is unproductive for any land use. The marshland is protected 
by way of covenant as this was a form of mitigation for the creation of lifestyle sites.   
 
It is partly because of this feature, that the PPC is proposing to limit this land use to Rural Lifestyle 
Zone.  Presented in Figure 4 is a Northland Regional Council Natural Hazards Overlay, with coastal 
and river flood hazards across the Subject Site.  
 
The Subject Site is marginal land when considering opportunities for land-based primary 
production, due to the constraints and physical limitations that exist. The areas available for 
production (productive area) are defined by natural and physical parameters, with a boundary 
fence separating the pastoral areas from the marshland. It has been estimated that there is 
8.04 ha of productive area. Following the completion of the PPC, there will be no land available 
for primary production, other than for lifestyle purposes if landowners wish to do so.  The 
productive area and the proposed changes based on the proposal are shown in Table 2 below.  
 
Table 2: Proposed Subject Site areas 

Property ID Productive area size (ha) Total area (ha) 
Existing 

15 0.58 0.72 
16 0.97 1.03 
21 1.84 2.53 
26 4.66 10.64 

Total area 8.04 14.92 
Proposed Subject Site 

15 0.00 0.72 
16 0.0. 1.03 
21 0.0 2.53 
26 0.00 10.64 

Total area 0.00 14.92 
 
The rezoning of the Subject Site will result in the loss of approximately 8.04 ha of effective area.  
 



 

 
Figure 4: Northland Regional Council Natural Hazards GIS map, showing coastal and river flood hazards 
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3.0 NATIONAL POLICY STATEMENT 

In September 2022, the Ministry for the Environment (MfE) and the Ministry for Primary 
Industries (MPI) released the National Policy Statement for Highly Productive Land (NPS-HPL). The 
objective of this document is “highly productive land is protected for use in land-based primary 
production, both now and for future generations.” 
 
Land-based primary production means production, from agricultural, pastoral, horticultural, or 
forestry activities, that is reliant on the soil resource of the land.  
 
Productive capacity, in relation to land, means the ability of the land to support land-based 
primary production over the long term, based on an assessment of: 
 
(a) Physical characteristics (such as soil type, properties, and versatility); and 
(b) Legal constraints (such as consent notices, local authority covenants, and easements); and 
(c) The size and shape of existing and proposed land parcels. 
 
In summary, the NPS-HPL document closely aligns with the KDP where it seeks to. Sustain the life 
supporting capacity of the soil and vegetation to provide for the on-going productive use of the 
land.  
 
Clause 3.7 of the NPS-HPL states that “Territorial authorities must avoid rezoning of highly 
productive land as rural lifestyle, except as provided in clause 3.10”. 
 
Clause 3.10 sets out the exemptions for subdivision of highly productive land subject to 
permanent or long-term constraints. The exemptions are listed below: 
 
3.10 Exemption for highly productive land subject to permanent or long-term constraints 
 
(1) Territorial authorities may only allow highly productive land to be subdivided, used, or 

developed for activities not otherwise enabled under Clauses 3.7, 3.8, or 3.9 if satisfied that: 
 

(a) There are permanent or long-term constraints on the land that mean the use of the 
highly productive land for land-based primary production is not able to be economically 
viable for at least 30 years; and 

(b) The subdivision, use, or development: 

(i) Avoids any significant loss (either individually or cumulatively) of productive 
capacity of highly productive land in the district; and 

(ii) Avoids the fragmentation of large and geographically cohesive areas of highly 
productive land; and 

(iii) Avoids if possible, or otherwise mitigates, any potential reverse sensitivity 
effects on surrounding land-based primary production from the subdivision, 
use, or development; and 

(c) the environmental, social, cultural and economic benefits of the subdivision, use, or 
development outweigh the long-term environmental, social, cultural and economic 
costs associated with the loss of highly productive land for land-based primary 
production, taking into account both tangible and intangible values. 
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(2) In order to satisfy a territorial authority as required by Subclause (1)(a), an applicant must 

demonstrate that the permanent or long-term constraints on economic viability cannot be 
addressed through any reasonably practicable options that would retain the productive 
capacity of the highly productive land, by evaluating options such as (without limitation): 

(a) Alternate forms of land-based primary production 

(b) Improved land-management strategies 

(c) Alternative production strategies 

(d) Water efficiency or storage methods 

(e) Reallocation or transfer of water and nutrient allocations 

(f) Boundary adjustments (including amalgamations) 

(g) Lease arrangements 
 

(3) Any evaluation under Subclause (2) of reasonably practicable options: 

(a) Must not take into account the potential economic benefit of using the highly 
productive land for purposes other than land-based primary production; and 

(b) Must consider the impact that the loss of the highly productive land would have on the 
land holding in which the highly productive land occurs; and 

(c) Must consider the future productive potential of land-based primary production on the 
highly productive land, not limited by its past or present uses. 

 
(4) The size of a landholding in which the highly productive land occurs is not of itself a 

determinant of a permanent or long-term constraint. 
 

(5) In this clause: 
Landholding has the meaning in the Resource Management (National Environmental 
Standards for Freshwater) Regulations 2020. 
Long-term constraint means a constraint that is likely to last for at least 30 years. 
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4.0 ASSESSMENT OF LAND USE CAPABILITY  

4.1 Regulatory Framework for Highly Productive Land 

The NPS-HPL sets out a prescriptive approach for councils to identify and protect highly productive 
land. Until councils have given effect to the NPS-HPL, the interim is provided under Clause 3.5(7): 
 
(7) Until a regional policy statement containing maps of highly productive land in the region is 

operative, each relevant territorial authority and consent authority must apply this National 
Policy Statement as if references to highly productive land were references to land that, at the 
commencement date:  

(a) Is: 

(i) Zoned general rural or rural production; and  

(ii) LUC 1, 2, or 3 land; but 

(b) Is not: 

(i) Identified for future urban development; or 

(ii) Subject to a Council initiated, or adopted, notified plan change to rezone it from 
general rural production to urban or Country Living Zone. 

 
LUC 1, 2, or 3 land is defined as Land Use Capability Classification 1, 2, or 3, as mapped by the 
New Zealand Land Resource Inventory (NZLRI) or by any more detailed mapping that uses the 
Land Use Capability classification. 
 
4.2 NZLRI Land Use Capability Classification  

The LUC classification system has been used in New Zealand to help achieve sustainable land 
development and management on farms. The purpose of the LUC classification is to assess the 
suitability of the land for primary production. Determining the presence of HPL as defined under 
the LUC classification requires consideration of a range of characteristics. The LUC classification 
categorises land areas or polygons into classes, subclasses, and units according to the land’s 
capability to sustain productive use. The LUC is based on an assessment of the physical factors 
(rock type, soil, slope, present type and severity of erosion, and vegetation), climate, the effects 
of past land use, and the potential for erosion. This is summarised in Figure 5 below. 
 

 
Figure 5: Components of the land use capability classification1 

 
1 Lynn, I.H, Manderson, A.K, Page, M.J, Harmsworth, G.R, Eyles, G.O, Douglas, G.B, Mackay, A.D, Newsome, P.J.F. 
(2009). Land Use Capability Survey Handbook – a New Zealand handbook for the classification of land 3rd ed. 
Hamilton, AgResearch; Lincoln, Landcare Research; Lower Hutt, New Zealand. GNS Science. 
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AgFirst has reviewed the NZLRI national database of physical land resource information for the 
Site. This database is based on a regional scale LUC rating of the ability of each polygon to sustain 
long-term agricultural production.  
 
The NZLRI maps are designed for use at a 1:63,000.  This means 1 cm2 of published map covers 
36.69 ha.  Following the observation guidelines this equates to, at most, one observation per 
36.69 ha and at the least one observation per 146.76 ha.  Therefore, it should only be treated as 
an indicator for LUC at the site. The observation guidelines are in reference to one observation 
site per 1 cm2 of published map, with a minimum acceptable limit of one site per 4 cm2 of 
published map according to New Zealand soil mapping protocols and guidelines (Grealish 2019). 
 
The soils mapped at the site are classified under the NZLRI as LUC 3w 14. Therefore, based on the 
NZLRI, the entirety of the 3.10 Subject Site is HPL (LUC 1, 2 or 3). The NZLRI LUC classifications for 
this area are presented in Figure 6.  
 
  



 

 
 Figure 6: NZLRI Land Use Capability Classification Map for the Subject Site 
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4.3  Site Specific Mapping and LUC Assessment 

The NZLRI LUC maps are not intended for farm scale interpretation. Therefore, soil expert Ian 
Hanmore (Hanmore land management) has been engaged by the applicant to undertake an 
assessment and review the LUC and soils of the Site. This section presents the results and 
outcomes from this report. This report is provided in Appendix A (Addendum Report for the Cabra 
Soil and Resource Report, Mangawhai.)  
 
Key observations from these reports identify the following:  
 
 The LUC assessment has been undertaken in accordance with accepted guidelines (Milne et 

al., 1995, and Lynn et al., 2009). 

 The areas of LUC class 3 land across the Subject Site is significantly smaller than those mapped 
by the NZLRI. 

 The HLM report found that the marshland area is Takahiwai Sand soil, which has been 
classified as a LUC 6w2 and is approximately 4.85 ha. This area is significantly constrained from 
wetness limitations and is part of the flood hazard zone (Figure 4). While a historical attempt 
has been made to drain some of this area with open artificial drainage, it has since 
regenerated back into its natural state, which is a marshland. This is fenced off and retired 
from land-based primary production with native plantings along the edge.  

 The area of unit 6w 2 is located at the estuarine margins on the northwestern side of the site. 
The sand soils in this area have very little development, have saltwater intrusion and support 
minimal developed pasture with rushes and salt marsh plant species dominating the area. As 
it is this area of the site has minimal productive potential and would be suitable for retirement 
and environmental benefits. 

 The balance of the Subject Site is LUC 3w4, being 10.06 ha. Wetness is the major limiting factor 
for production on the majority of this area. High water tables and poor drainage result in crop 
choices limited to annual crops and those that can tolerate wet soil conditions. Care needs to 
be taken when utilising these soils as over cultivation can cause a loss of soil carbon and soil 
structure and result in soil shrinkage and soil structure degradation.  

 
The revised LUC classification and Soil classifications are shown in Figure 7 and Figure 8. 
 
The soil expert concluded that “The most productive area of the site includes the peat and peaty 
sand flats represented within the Subject Site by the LUC units 3w 4. There are constraints to the 
use of the land due to fragmentation from the number of legal titles in the proposed area as well 
as the proximity to neighbours.” 
 
The observations made by AgFirst during the site visit are consistent with the observations made 
by Ian Hanmore. 



 

 
Figure 7: LUC classes mapped at property scale by Ian Hanmore for the Subject site.  



 

 
Figure 8: Soil Classification mapped at property scale by Ian Hanmore for the Subject site.
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4.4 Land Use Capability - Summary 

The NZLRI maps identify the areas of HPL (LUC 3w14), with no areas of non HPL within the 
Subject Site. The LUC 6w2 are identified by Ian Hanmore is not suitable for pastural grazing. 
This area is subject to inundation as it is a marshland area and has significant wetness 
limitations and likely highly saline soils. The area was extensively wet during the site visit, and 
considering the site was visited during a medium severity drought in the region, this further 
illustrates how wet this area is. A drone image of this area is shown in Figure 9. 
 
Having undertaken a site visit and considering factors such as the marshland, residential areas, 
modified and anthropic soils, it is considered that the area of HPL is much smaller than 
represented by the NZLRI maps.  When overlaying the non-productive areas, such as dwellings, 
curtilage, and areas unsuitable for land-based primary production, AgFirst has identified a 
revised productive area of approximately 8.04 ha. This is presented in the productive overlay 
map (Figure 10).  
 

Drone photo of the marshland area 
Figure 9: Non-Effective marshland within the Subject Site 

 
As Figure 10 demonstrates, the Subject Site is significantly fragmented, with extensive rural 
lifestyle-sized lots and non-HPL areas preventing any large contiguous areas from being 
consolidated (through boundary adjustments or amalgamation) to enable it to be viable for 
productive use.  Presented in Table 3 is a summary of the HPL areas.  
 
Table 3: HPL areas within the Site 

  NZLRI Classification area (ha) Revised Classification area (ha) 
HPL 14.9 8.04 
Non-HPL 0 6.86 
Total Site 14.9 14.9 



 

 
Figure 10: Effective area within the Subject Site 
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5.0 ASSESSMENT AGAINST THE NPS-HPL 

5.1 Land-Based Primary Production 

The Subject Site is currently unproductive other than a failed vine crop (which is used for 
aesthetic purposes) and would not be suitable for any productive and commercial use beyond 
a small number of beef cattle or sheep grazing.  When assessing this block to identify the 
optimum land-based primary production, the constraints for this block outweigh any realistic 
and feasible opportunity.  
 
The larger property (#26) was previously used for grazing livestock prior to an attempt to 
develop a vineyard. While there is no stock water reticulation, cattle yards or loading ramps, 
the boundary fencing around the effective areas are still largely in-tact.  Photos of the Subject 
Site and the effective areas are provided in Figure 11. 
 

Drone photo of the Subject Site 

Failed vine crop 



23 | P a g e  

Photo of marshland area 

Lifestyle orchards 

Pastures mown to waste 
Figure 11: Images of Subject Site showing limitations and constraints for productive use 
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Regardless of the current land use, rezoning of rural land that contains LUC 1-3 requires 
assessment against the NPS-HPL. For completeness, where marginal land has been identified 
within the site-specific LUC map, these areas have been assigned to an optimum land use as 
they may contribute to the economic viability of the property. This is discussed in the NPS-HPL 
Guide to implementation, where a holistic approach is to be used for non-HPL areas.  As the 
Subject Site is owned by two different owners, the total effective area has been used to assess 
production systems and economic viability. This would not be the case if all four properties 
were under separate ownership. 
 
In theory, the existence of Class 3 soils means that the Subject Site has potential for a wide 
range of productive activities. However, in practice, (as is the case for the Subject Site), some 
of the constraints, characteristics and limitations reduce the overall versatility of the Site. 
 
These properties would be considered very challenging to farm during the winter and following 
any wet weather event, due to the underlying soils being poor and very poorly drained. 
Operators will need to consider the pugging vulnerability for heavier stock classes.  Therefore, 
this area will be limited in land use versatility, with production types only suited to pastural 
grazing systems. 
 
It is the opinion of AgFirst that the highest and best use for the productive areas within the 
Subject Site is grazing of livestock. The pastoral areas are not of large enough size and scale to 
be considered to be a potential economic unit, with the average class 5 finishing farm within 
the northern North Island being approximately 255 ha.  Additionally, there are limited 
amalgamation opportunities for the properties, being surrounded by the Mangawhai Harbour, 
lifestyles blocks, a holiday park, a coastal inlet and shared accessways.  
 
When considering a longer-term outlook (30+ years), while our assessment identifies pastoral 
grazing as the optimum land use, it is unlikely that these properties could be used in any 
commercial enterprise, due to escalating farm working expenses, fixed costs and the location 
of the property in relation to urban development.  Continued losses at a farm level will not be 
economically sustainable, with the land likely being subdivided, purchased and used for non-
productive and lifestyle purposes.  The average land valuation for the properties across the 
Subject Site is $265,972 per ha, which is a magnitude more expensive than a commercial 
drystock farm.  As a comparison, a small-scale beef finishing block with easy contour would be 
valued at $30,000 - $40,000 per ha. The land has been valued not on the land-based primary 
production or quality of the soil and land, but the location of the property for speculators and 
development opportunities. Economic and Property Research have highlighted this in their 
report2, with significant property increases since 2013. This is reflected with Kaipara District 
Council valuing the property in the same light, reflecting inflated rates and land values. With 
rapidly rising input costs, the returns for marginal farming operations will be reduced, 
therefore the long-term viability for these farms in untenable.  
 
The key limitations for land-based primary production and versatility on the Subject Site are: 
 

 Very saline soils on the Mangawhai Harbour boundary. 

 
2 Economic and Property Research, Evaluation of Economic Costs and Benefits for Cabra Mangawhai Limited, 
September 2024. 
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 Coastal inundation on the Mangawhai Harbour boundary. 

 Poor and very poor draining soils across the Subject Site. 

 Limited optimal land available that is suitable for land-based primary production other than 
pastoral grazing of livestock. 

 Non-reversable land fragmentation  

 Neighbouring lifestyle blocks and housing developments creating reverse sensitivity 
effects. 

 
While the Subject Site is identified as HPL, the constraints identified above deem the site 
unsuitable for arable, horticultural or Commercial Vegetable Production (CVP) purposes.  
 
Essentially, more intensive and higher land uses (such as arable, horticulture and commercial 
vegetable operations) require free draining (or soils without rooting barriers) and relatively flat 
land. The greater the wetness limitation, the more impact on yield and crop survival. Free 
draining soils are not present across the Subject Site, therefore the versatility is vastly reduced. 
The likely saline soils from coastal exposure will; also have a negative impact on the yields and 
crop survival. 
 
It is in AgFirst’s opinion that the productive areas of the Subject Site are limited to pastural 
grazing. 
 
5.2 Highest and best land use 

Pastural grazing is a land use that while not necessarily profitable, does occur across a range 
of sizes, soil types and contour. Management practices can be applied for poorly drained soils 
and areas with soil constraints, such as the use of lighter stock classes and on-off grazing.  As 
the majority of the effective areas within the Subject Site has some form of fencing, the 
economic modelling has assumed that the Site has basic infrastructure.  
 
As identified in Figure 10, there has been 8.04 ha identified that is suitable for livestock grazing. 
A small 8 ha block without the input of supplements would likely be only capable of running 24 
cattle, with a Revised Stocking Rate (RSU) per ha of 12. This would include purchasing 12 rising 
one-year-olds (R1) (assumed 50% steers and 50% heifers) at the end of spring at approximately 
100 kg liveweight.  These would be carried through a single winter and sold as rising two-year-
olds prior to their second winter.  This is provided in Table 4. 
 
Table 4: Revised Stock Units (RSU) for Subject Site 

 
  

Farm Name
Farm Size (ha)

Effective Area (ha) 95 12

Number of Stock Class 
Across Farm

8.04 ha
Steer 1-2 years age 5.8 6
Heifer 1-2 years age 5.7 6

Steer calf< 1 year (weaned) 2.7 6
Heifer calf< 1 year (weaned) 1.6 6

24Total Animals on Farm / Block

WF steer 203kg to  478kg slaughter weight
WF heifer 208kg to  420kg slaughter weight

WF steer 100kg to 203kg Dec to Jun
WF heifer 90kg to 208kg Dec to Jun

Stock class SU/ha Animal performance definition

Waikato Farm
Total RSU on Farm Total RSU/ha on Farm

14.9
8.04
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5.3 Operating profit 

The RSU provided in Table 4 is a low to moderate stocking rate, but reflects the poor-quality 
soils and limitations of the Subject Site. As the block is so small, any additional animals would 
likely push the system too hard particularly during a dry summer or a wet winter without feed 
reserves.  There is no infrastructure or machinery on the property for feeding supplementary 
feed in the instance of a feed pinch, with the budget reflecting this.   
 
To assess the proposed livestock operation and return, AgFirst have used the Class 5 northern 
North Island Intensive Finishing operation from the Sheep and Beef Farm Survey presented by 
Beef and Lamb New Zealand (B+LNZ)3. The B+LNZ data shows that the average farm size is 255 
ha (average for last 5 years). AgFirst has collectively assessed a total area within the Subject 
Site that is suited for pastural grazing as 8.04 ha. The operations within the Site will be as 
profitable as the economic data presented in the B+LNZ, therefore the income and expense 
data has been adjusted.  
 
AgFirst has prepared an indicative budget using expertise and industry values when necessary 
(Table 5).  The full detail is provided in Appendix B. The Economic Farm Surplus (EFS) has been 
calculated providing a surplus of $6,086 over the Subject Site. Note that this does not include 
any fixed property costs, such as Council rates, lease fees or paying any interest on the debt. 
These are calculated at a property level.  
 
Table 5: Indicative budget for pastural grazing livestock 

 
 
 

 
3 Sheep & beef farm survey | Beef + Lamb New Zealand (beeflambnz.com) 

$ Total
8.04

Beef Sales 19,488$                 
Beef Purchases 6,600$                   

12,888$                 
Wages 1,294$                   
Animal Health 506$                       
Fertiliser & Lime 2,509$                   
Weeds, Seed and Contracting 918$                       
Vehicle Expenses -$                       
Repairs & Maintenance 1,030$                   
Electricity 101$                       

6,358$                   
Administration & ACC 444$                       
Insurance -$                       
Rates -$                       

444$                       
-$                       

6,802$                   
6,086$                   

756$                       

Fixed 
Expenses

Total Fixed Expenses
Depreciation

Total Expenses
Economic Farm Surplus for Subject Site

Economic Farm Surplus per ha

Operational Items
Area (ha)

Revenue

Total Revenue

Operating 
Expenses

Total Operating Expenses
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